Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE
Inter-Office Communication

April 29, 2003

Chuck McDowell, Director, DAS-Human Resources Division
Robert Murphy, Senior Research Analyst, County Board Staff

Jerome J. Heer, Director of Audits

Salaries of County Board Supervisors (File No. 03-325)

As directed in the Aprit 24, 2003 referral from the Committee on Personnel, we have
updated our 2002 survey of County Board Supervisor salaries. The resulis of the
analysis are attached. We draw your attention to two specific items. First, information
regarding supervisor salaries provided o us by Du Page County for the 2002 study
has been determined to be erroneous. That information has been corrected. Second,
we have recalculated the total and the per capita legisiative salary cost based on the
adopted County Board policy of reducing the Board of Supervisors from 25 to 19.

The referral also references an outside study and it is our understanding that the
County Board has approved the retention of a consultani. We recommend that the
results of our work and any additional work that you have conducted be forwarded o
the Board upon receipt of the consultant's report.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter further, please call me
at ext. 5185.

S P T

Jerome J. Heer
JJH/cah

Attachment

cc:  Jim Villa, Chief of Staff, County Executive’s Office
Rob Henken, County Board Director of Research
Alfredo Canioral, Legislative Assistant, County Board Staff
Lauri Henning, Chief Commitiee Clerk, County Board Staff -
Maribeth Welchman, Committee Clerk, County Board Staff



Attachment
Page 1 of 2

Updated Department of Audit Legislative Salary Survey

As requested by the Personnel Committee, we have updated our legislative salary survey to reflect
2003 figures. As shown in the attached table, we have calculated the per capita cost for legislative
salaries for each jurisdiction and compared them to Mitwaukee County. However, this analysis can
be misleading because it does not take into account the cost of direct support provided by siaff
(aides, research staff, etc.) who work behind the scenes to help legislators perform their jobs. For
example, a jurisdiction with a comparatively lower per capita cost when considering only legisiative
salaries, may have a large support staff that does much of the work done entirely by legislators in
other jurisdictions. Thus, a per capita analysis using only legislative salaries might aliow a

jurisdiction to compare well with others, but not rank as well if the cost of direct support staff was
included in the analysis.

We attempted to obtain expenditure data for the direct support staff of legislators in each jurisdiction

we surveyed. For example, for Milwaukee County this consisted of taking the expenditure budget
for Org. Unit 1000 (County Board).

However, this approach did not provide meaningful results. We found that few jurisdictions included
the same costs in their legislative budgets. Thus, the per capita calculations did not result in a
comparison of ‘apples to appies.” The following examples serve to highlight some of the significant

differences in the comparison of different jurisdictions’ legislative department budgets, thus
rendering them incomparable:

« Franklin County, Ohio — Included in this legislative budget was grant development and block
grant programs that fell under the responsibilities of the Board of Commissioners. This
increased the Board of Commissioners’ budget by miillions of dollars.

» City of Detroit, Michigan — Included in this budget were 51 positions for Research and
Analysis, Administration, Fiscal Analysis, as well as the cost of the City Planning Commission
and the Historic Designation Advisory Board. Also included were separate budgets for each
council member. Each member is authorized five positions and a budget of $567,509. The
council president is authorized eight positicns and a budget of $754,633.

« City of Milwaukee, Wisconsin — The legislative budget for the Common Council includes the
City Clerk’s office. In Milwaukee County, that function has its own budget.

s« Wayne County, M;chagan The legislative budget included the audit staff, aga;n something
that is separated in Milwaukee County.
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